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Background 

Increasingly, Nicaragua is becoming the focal point for the 

violence and revolution that is Central America today. 

contend that this problem is probably the most important 

strategic issue to face the American people since World War II. I strongly 

be 1 i eve that it is also the most misunderstood and therefore the most 

dangerous situation facing the U.S. government. 

My interest in Nicaragua goes back some 15 years to when I was 

Chief of Western Hemisphere for Plans and Policies (J-5), the Joint Staff, 

working for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. As a 11 fresh-caught 11 brigadier 

genera 1, I fe 1 t that a 1 though our nat i ona 1 focus was on Southeast Asia, our 

failure to cope with growing economic and social problems in Central and 

South America would result in serious strategic problems of a type not before 

experienced by the United States. 

Earlier, as a young major, I had been assigned to the Joint War 

Room in 1959 and was intimately involved in the Bay of Pigs episode and later 

the Cuban Miss i 1 e Crisis. Having been born and raised in New Mexico, I was, 

I felt, more sensitive to the Hispanic culture and the necessity from a 

strategic viewpoint of paying very close attention to what was happening in 

Central America, the Caribbean Basin, and most importantly, Mexico. 

To say that mine was a minority point of view is putting it mildly. 

Latin America was viewed by my superiors and peers as a vast wasteland which 

career officers avoided like the plague. I was personally informed by the 

then Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force, David Jones, that he was 11 too 

busy11 and 11 totally disinterested11 in Latin American affairs. His appearance 

on national TV several years later with members of the Carter administration 

in enthusiastic support of the Panama Canal treaties was most revealing in 

1 i ght of his earlier statements. 

I believe the political interest is aptly expressed by Henry 

Kissinger in an interview with Georgie Anne Geyer in the September 1984 i ssue 

of Washington Dossier: 



There is no doubt that, as security adviser, I was 

preoccupied with other areas. But once I was Secretary 

of State, I started within six months what we ca 11 ed a 

new dialogue at Tlatelolco for a year or so, until the 

OPEC crisis made Venezue 1 a and Ecuador pu 1 I out. I 

visited Latin America twice on extensive trips. Though 

it is fair to say that we became conscious of it late, I 

think that in that last 30 months of my period in office, 

I gave it high priority. 

After the defeat of President Ford and instal Jation of President 

Carter and Vice President Mondale, the attitudes toward Latin America in 

general and Central America in particular changed from indifference and 

benign neglect to active involvement throughout the hemisphere--for the 

worse. Within days Vice President Mondale was dispatched to West Germany on 

a mission which almost total Jy destroyed our very important diplomatic and 

military relationships with Brazil. It was an ominous beg i nning of a new 

policy for Latin America, the outline of which had been given by Robert 

Pastor (the Carter/Mondale 11czar 11 of Latin American policy at the National 

Security Council) in his Institute for Policy Studies paper, 11 The Southern 

Connection.•• Pastor told me personally that 11 the Brazilians were not 

important to U.S. security interests•• and further that 11 they could go to 

hell. 11 It was quite clear to me in my official capacity as an active duty 

I ieutenant general and Chairman of the Inter-American Defense Board that the 

Carter/Mondale administration was out to destroy our security interests in 

this hemisphere. The altar of sacrifice was to be 11human r i ghts.•• 

In my very frank conversations with the late dictator of Panama, 

Omar Torrijos, I was told quite bluntly that the 11winds were blowing from the 

East•• and that in working with Pastor, Torrijos bel i eved that 11first we get 

Somoza and then remove my c I assmate Romero from power in E 1 Sal vader.•• 

These conversations confirmed my opinion that there was a group 

inside the government, at both the political and professional level, 

dedicated to the overthrow of Somoza and the installation of a 

Marxist/Leninist government in Nicaragua. This group, led by Bob Pastor, 

included Robert White, Mark Schneider, Patt Derian, and others who believed 

for one reason or another that the salvation of Lat i n America was to be found 

in some type of socialist governmental form. 
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It is most interesting today to read and hear what this same group 

of people is saying regarding Nicaragua and the Sandinista government. 

Pastor in a long and apologetic Harper 1s magazine article claims that Central 

America and Nicaragua are really not important to the strategic interests of 

the United States, ergo we shou 1 d 11 butt out 11 and 1 et Communism take its 

natural course. One of Robert White 1s latest articles calls for the United 

States to leave President Duarte alone and let the Communist minority (6,000 

to 15,000 strong) to negotiate itself into power in a country of five 

million. The history of similar situations is depressing to say the least. 

As a matter of fact, the article could well have been written in Moscow by 

the KGB. The theme is well established and in Third World revolutions has 

proven successful without fail. 

It was amazing to me to witness the enormous and awesome effort 

that was initiated in this country by the radical left when the Reagan 

administration assumed responsibility. Instantly, a massive campaign was 

mounted from the radical and moderate left in this country and abroad to 

abort our Latin American pol icy. We were amazed and astounded in the State 

Department at the organization and funding of this effort. The Communist 

gains in Central America under Carter and Mondale were to be preserved at any 

cost. In the Senate and Congress, the assault was led by Dodd, Tsongas, 

Kennedy, Long, Barnes, De 11 ums, etc. Abroad, the Socia 1 i st I nternat i ana 1 

became the voice of the Sandin i stas and the investigators of 11human-r i ghts 

violations11 in Central America, excluding of course, Panama and Cuba. Willy 

Brandt was suddenly fascinated with Central America. Domestically the 

drumbeat for the 11 revolution without frontiers 11 was picked up by CISPES (U.S. 

Committee in Solidarity with the People of El Salvador) and various church 

groups. 

In addition to CISPES, a number of new organizations have joined 

the Council on Latin America, the Washington Office on Latin America, and the 

longer-established left-wing organizations such as IPS. Typical of this 

effort is USOCA (U.S. Out of Central America) which not only attacks the U.S. 

government 1 s policies in Central America but attempts to tie Central America 
11directly to nuclear war. 11 USOCA directly supports the Communist government 

in Nicaragua by inviting 11 you to subscribe to Barricada International, the 

international weekly of the FSLN ... which offers objective, up-to-date 

information and detailed analysis of current events in Nicaragua and Central 

America. 11 Supporting USOCA propaganda efforts in the United States, 
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delegations are organized to visit 11 the New Nicaragua.11 Six such delegations 

were scheduled for 1984. Each visit lasts one week and is a real bargain at 

$710.00 including 11 round-trip air fare from Miami and meals, lodging, 

transportation, and quick services in N i caragua. 11 

Mid-Atlantic Research Associates, lnc., issued a special report on 

August 15, 1984, entitled Central American Support Networks which gives a 

detailed and documented description of the proliferation of Communist

supported organizations, both in the United States and abroad, that are 

supporting the Cubans 1 and Sandin i stas 1 efforts. 

Some Observations on 

Nicaragua 1 s Strategic Importance 

Several aspects of Nicaragua 1 s strategic importance have either 

been completely ignored or tend to fade away in our 1 iberal-dominated media 1s 

attempts to focus on the here and now. The 1 atter is another way of 

convincing our younger generations that history is largely irrelevant to the 

new socialist world of the future. 

Perhaps the most important tactical move by the Carter-Mondale 

group in implementing their strategy for Latin America was putting in place 

the Panama Cana 1 treaties. I use the awkward term 11putt i ng in p 1 ace11 because 

of the debate still taking place both in Panama and the United States 

regarding the legality and future of the treaties. But how do these treaties 

and the entire strategic problem of the Panama Canal affect Nicaragua? 

Although the answer is quite simple, it is often obscured by the smoke of the 

current situation in Central America. 

In the first place, the United States is only 15 years from the 

termination of our position in Panama. Based on my own personal experience 

of the past 40 years, I believe we wi 11 be subjected to a vigorous campaign 

by the liberals and leftists domestically and internationally to terminate 

our m i 1 i tary presence in Panama before the turn of the century. This 11br i ng 

the boys hom~ 1 syndrome is well-developed in the American psyche and has led 

to serious strategic defeats each time it has been employed. A number of 

consequences wi 11 flow from this termination. Briefly stated they may be 

catalogued as follows: 
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1. Our control of the strategic waterway, so vital to our ability 

to move forces and logistics between the Atlantic and Pacific Basins, will be 

terminated. 
2. Our ability to exert influence, either military or diplomatic, 

in and around South America will be seriously attenuated. 

3. Of more immediate concern will be our ability to protect our 

vital national security interests in Central America. With the construction 

of major air facilities in Nicaragua, fully capable of supporting Soviet 

nuclear-capable Bear and Backfire bombers and reconnaissance aircraft, we 

will find that our ability to defend our homeland and national borders from 

snooping and attack will have been eroded significantly. 

Returning to the first point, it is interesting historically to 

note that President Somoza had offered to make a Nicaraguan route available 

to the United States as an alternate to the Panama Canal. The report of the 

commission which studied the various alternatives looked closely at two of 

these possible routes through Nicaragua. While recommending the Panamanian 

options, the report does not state that the Nicaraguan routes were 

infeasible. I feel that this consideration was not completely overlooked by 

the Soviets and Fidel Castro and that, to some extent, it influenced their 

decision to take the risks involved in Nicaragua. By installing a 

Marxist/Leninist government in Nicaragua, the Soviets have taken a major step 

in reducing America 1 s strategic mobility in the future and increasing our 

vulnerability to Soviet snooping and air attacks. 

I would also add that the Carter/Mondale group was working on 

reducing our military presence throughout the hemisphere, not just in Panama. 

The reductions forced on the Department of Defense in our various military 

missions throughout Central and South America reflected the determination 

amongst the liberals in Congress, now joined by the leftists in the 

administration, to turn this hemisphere over to the Socialist/Communists. 

Mark Schneider made the comment at the end of the ceremonial signing of the 

Panama treaties, 11 Now that 1 s over--Gitmo is next, 11 meaning that his cl i que 

would soon celebrate our being stripped of our naval bases at Guantanamo Bay 

on Cuba 1 s eastern tip. 
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Nicaragua 1 s Strategies 

Any strategic discussion of Nicaragua today would be incomplete 

without consideration of the Sandinistas• involvement in the movement of 

drugs into the United States. The strategy of the Soviets and Fidel Castro 

to use drugs, both hard and soft, for the dual purpose of undermining U.S. 

society, while financing revolution throughout Latin America, has been 

fictionalized by Arnaud de Borchgrave and Robert Moss in their latest spy 

thriller, Monimbo. The recent release of photographs and video tapes 

documenting the involvement of Sandinista government officials in the 

processing and movement of drugs into this country received the briefest 

possible exposure and comment by the media. Our government 1s indictment of 

Cuban naval personnel (some very senior), for drug involvement is also 

shunted out of the publ ic 1 s center of focus. Obviously, it doesn 1 t pass the 

liberal media 1 s ••so what 11 test. The massive scale of the present use of 

drugs for strategic-political purposes is almost beyond the abi 1 ity of the 

American public to grasp. To comprehend the import of the diabolical scheme, 

one must return in history to the 11 opium wars 11 of the early 19th century. 

On 1 y that mere i 1 ess record foreshadows the potentia 1 ev i 1 now un 1 eashed on 

our young peep 1 e. 

The flow of drugs north and the tide of weapons and lethal 

explosives south are providing the underpinnings for political violence 

throughout not only Central America but also South America. An important 

part of this strategy is to avoid awakening the American people to the danger 

inherent in this situation and, to this end, the Communist terrorist 

leadership attempts to discourage violence which would arouse attendant 

publicity about the drugs-for-weapons traffic within the borders of the 

United States. That wil 1 come later when the stage is suitably prepared. 

The strategy being pursued by the Communists in this hemisphere is 

sharply focused in the case of Nicaragua. Setting aside the mi 1 itary and 

international overt/political aspects of this problem and examining the 

psychological strategy, it appears that two principal themes have been 

pursued by the Soviets and Cubans and are now the basis for Sandinista 

policies towards the United States. 

The first theme is the strategy of guilt. This 1 ine of attack 
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The first theme is the strategy of guilt. This line of attack 

places all blame for the troubles of Latin America in general and Nicaragua 

in particular on the "imperialists'' of the United States. This thrust has 

been highly successful in the past and has been emphasized by the proleftist 

media and various politicians on the left of the political spectrum. A 

careful analysis of the seemingly endless speeches of Fidel Castro 

demonstrates this point. The United States is, according to this strategy, 

guilty of being "number one"--guilty of being powerful, guilty of being 

wealthy, guilty of creating nuclear weapons, guilty of using these weapons in 

Japan and guilty of nefarious imperialistic schemes throughout the world. 

The 1 itany of accusation goes on and on. 

Unfortunately, it is picked up by people who should know better. 

President Carter is probably the outstanding example of the success of this 

strategy. His "guilt" speech to the American people marks an historical low 

point in American leadership. More recently, the public remarks by Democrat 

Mayor Henry Cisneros of San Antonio when the Kissinger Commission was first 

convened, to the effect that the problems of Central America were entirely 

the fault of the United States, again demonstrated the efficacy of the 

psychological campaign of guilt. 

In early October, the campaign by Nicaragua's Daniel Ortega in the 

world media to convince the American people that the United States was on the 

verge of committing troops in an attack on the Sandinistas is another example 

of the "America's guilt" tactic. The massive assistance given by the United 

States to the Sandinista government upon their assumption of power and the 

genocide by the Sandinistas carried out against their native Indian 

population are both obscured in the constant drumbeat of 1 ies and 

misinformation presented daily to the American public by the biased 1 iberal 

media and the plethora of left-wing organizations. 

The second theme pursued as a strategy is that of polarization. 

All issues are polarized--left versus right, rich versus poor, anglo versus 

hispanic, north versus south, old versus young, male versus female, ~ 

nauseam. Again, our domestic political situation reinforces this strategy. 

The U.S. presidential campaign demonstrated a polarization, 

particularly on foreign-policy issues, that bodes ill for the future of our 

country. Having watched and 1 istened to the rhetoric of the various 
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congressmen addressing the administration's requests for funding of its 

Central American policies and the Caribbean Basin Initiative, I am appalled 

at the degree of polarization within our government on the foreign-pol icy 

issues we face in Central America in general and Nicaragua in particular. 

The vicious attacks on the report of the Presidential Commission on 

Central America headed by Henry Kissinger is typical of the polarization. 

Despite the fact that Robert Strauss and Lane Kirkland were distinguished 

members of this commission and agreed, with minor exceptions, to the 

recommendations, the attacks by members of the Congress demonstrate the 

dangerous degree of polarization within our body politic. This situation is 

a source of great aid and comfort to the Sandinista leadership and offers the 

only source of hope to a group of Marxist/Leninists who have prostituted 

their revolution and now face a growing insurgency from the FDN and Eden 

Pastora's group and growing discontent from the Nicaraguan people, who had 

hopes for freedom and pI enty after the 1979 revo I uti on against Somoza, on I y 

to find themselves trapped under a brutal new Soviet-style regime in 1984. 

So what are the results of this gui It and polarization? In the 

first place, it must be recognized that a deep sense of national guilt is 

very erosive of will, not only individually but politically. The point is 

very well illustrated by the U.S. foreign-pol icy problems as the result of 

our tragic experience in Vietnam. Indeed, we are still plagued in Central 

America today by this I ack of will and confidence. The debate in the House 

of Representatives and Senate over support to the freedom fighters in 

Nicaragua is overshadowed by the constant reference to our "guilt'' in having 

attempted to save the South Vietnamese people from Communism and subsequent 

genocide. 

The constant reference to Vietnamization of the fighting in 

Nicaragua and El Salvador has a paralyzing effect on the efforts of the 

administration and like-minded members of the Congress to implement our 

policies and strategy. I believe one can say, without fear of overstatement, 

that the strategy of guilt has neutralized our national will to a 

considerable extent in Central America. 

The impact of polarization is an effective complement to that of 

guilt. Polarization erodes the consensus and prevents the formulation of a 

moderate political center. One has only to read the account of Humberto 
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Belli to get a first-hand account of how the strategy of polarization was 

app 1 i ed by the Marxist-Lenin i sts in defeating the madera te forces of the 

Sandinista Revolution. Formerly editorial-page editor of~ Prensa in 

Managua, Nicaragua, and a Marxist for some years, Bel 1 i was a collaborator of 

the Sandinista movement. He wrote that: 

A host of non-Marxist political parties, ranging 

from the Conservatives to the Christian and Social 

Democrats, and the most influential democratic labor 

organizations, such as the Confederac ion de Trabajadores 

de Nicaragua and the Central de Unificacion Sindical, had 

formed a broad opposition alliance that challenged Somoza 

in the po 1 it i ca 1 rea 1m, and they were now present in the 

newly formed revolutionary congress, or State Council. 
So, in its opening stage, the Nicaraguan revolution 

had the support of the overwhelming majority of the 

Nicaraguan middle class, of unionized labor, of the 

Catholic Church, of several other sectors, and of Western 

nations. Never before in Nicaraguan history had a regime 

1 aunched out with such po 1 it i ca 1 capita 1. Never before, 

perhaps, in the history of Latin American revolutions had 

there been such near-ideal conditions for creating a new 

kind of society. 
Now, some five years after the revolution 1s victory, 

these kinds of developments have produced a deeply 

divided society on the brink of civil war--a far cry from 

the broad al 1 iance that cheerfully celebrated the ousting 
of Somoza in 1979. A system increasingly similar to 

Castro 1 s Soviet type of regime has come into being, 

instead of an original, new model of society. 

A final word about the dual strategies of guilt and polarization: 

they are the cheapest possible strategies for the Soviets, the Castro Cubans, 

and the Sandinistas. Using the proclivities of the 1 iberal med i a of this 

country, which indulge in a constant refrain of breast-beating, the 

Communists have only to feed this natural mechanism with suitable material. 

This they can do for a mere pittance. I see a constant stream of religious 

persons, displaced people, and agents, flooding over the land, encouraged and 

abetted by a wide variety of organizations, holding meetings, showing films 

and slide shows, passing out leaflets, keeping up the drumbeat of 1 ies and 

misinformat i on, pressing on the American people the 11 guilt 11 for Central 

America and Ni caragua, and polarizing their unsuspecting audiences. The 

resultant confusion and lack of will and paralysis in the Congress obtains 

the results desired by the Communists with minimum risks and very 1 ittle 

9 



act ua I expense. 

Fortunately, believe this dual strategy is finally being 

overcome, perhaps subconsciously, by the American people. Their natural 

optimism and suspicion of radical political solutions is turning more and 

more people away from the propaganda and shouting by the radicals both in the 

churches and in politics. 

A Proposed Military Strategy for 

Nicaragua and Central America 

One of the major problems facing the United States is 

compartmentalization. This problem is simply a reflection of our culture and 

the American way of doing things in the foreign-pol icy area developed over 

the past two centuries. In dealing with a 11 revolution without frontiers 11 it 

is a decided handicap--one that is not forced on us by the Communists, but 

one that operates to their distinct advantage. 

Whereas the Communists are able to move resources from one area of 

Central America to another without regard to national boundaries, we and the 

other Free World nations are severely restricted by national boundaries. It 

is only after years of effort that the Honduran and Salvadoran armed forces 

have been able to develop a modicum of military cooperation to cope with 

Sandinista support for the guerrillas in El Salvador. 

But even within the United States our penchant for compartmental

IZing our efforts along departmental I ines complicates matters considerably. 

Each department and each ambassador jealously guards authority and preroga

tives. This may cause I ittle difficulty in peacetime but it produces delays 

and waste in a war of this type. The Communist headquarters in Havana, which 

is directing the 11 revolution without frontiers'' in Central America, takes 

full advantage of the national boundaries by moving men and supplies along 

the 11 seams 11 where military response and interception is difficult if not 

impossible. 

Our reg i ona I command in the area, the U.S. Southern Command, under 

the leadership of General Paul F. Gorman, is well aware of the problem, and 

some progress is being made in reducing bureaucratic obstacles so that more 
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timely and effective actions can be initiated to block the enemy's movements. 

But we are struggling here against long standing national and international 

patterns and I anticipate only partial success at best. 

The revival of CONDECA (Council for the Defense of Central America) 

would be a major step in the right direction, giving the countries of the 

area a mechanism for meeting this threat. Unfortunately, CONDECA does not 

seem to be responding to the resuscitative efforts initiated by General 

Gorman and other military commanders in Central America who recognize the 

seriousness of this problem. 

But regardless of the problems and obstacles with which we are 

faced in Central America, workable solutions are available if the countries 

of the area are willing to work together to meet the Soviet-Cuban-Sandinista 

threat to their freedom. It is quite clear, after five years, that the 

people of Nicaragua and El Salvador are not rushing to join the Communist 
11 revolution without frontiers 11 despite the massive propaganda efforts of the 

left or discouragement over the halting and clumsy efforts of the Free World 

and American government. 

The Background Paper: Nicaragua's Mil i tary Buildup and Support for 

Central American Subversion, published on 18 July 1984 by the Departments of 

Defense and State is must reading for anyone interested in Nicaragua, 

together with the news briefing presented at the Department of State on 

August 8, 1984 by Thomas R. Pickering, U.S. Ambassador to El Salvador, and 

General Paul F. Gorman, Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Southern Command. These two 

documents provide the most comprehensive picture of the Nicaraguan problem, 

with supporting evidence. 

The simple truth is that the U.S. government is having to fight an 

uphill battle to counter the massive lies and misinformation being fed the 

American people and the Free World regarding what is going on and what has 

been transpi r ing for the past twenty years in Cuba, Grenada, and Nicaragua as 

well as almost every other country in the Western Hemisphere. If one is 

serious about Nicaragua, one should examine the papers and materials captured 

in Grenada. I contend that what is going on in Nicaragua is a thousand t i mes 

more serious, in quantity as well as substance, than what we found in 

Grenada. The imp l i cations for U.S. security are awesome. 
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What is to be done? First, we must successfully challenge the dual 

strategies of guilt and polarization. We must build a consensus within the 

American pub! ic and among our friends in the Free World that accepts our 

definitions on the threat and agrees to support the political, economic, and 

social policies laid out by President Reagan 1s administration to meet this 

threat. The President has stated these policies clearly in several major 

speeches and the Presidential Commission on Central America embodies the 

basis for a truly bipartisan approach. Nicaragua is the nexus of this 

problem and presents the most difficult aspect of our Caribbean and Central 

American policy. In addition, there is an intellectual problem. Simply 

stated, it is that if the U.S. doesn 1 t do anything militarily about Cuba, 

what would be American justification for military action against Nicaragua? 

The obvious answer is that geostrategical ly, Nicaragua is located on the 

continental landmass of the Americas, with exposure on both the Caribbean and 

Pacific coasts. 

But all that is in the future. The military strategy we should be 

following is one that requires time and therefore patience on the part of the 

American people. The strategy is divided into two basic phases. The first 

phase is defensive in nature and is more or less passive. During this phase, 

the United States would devote its limited resources to the building or 

establishment of an intelligence and logistics infrastructure which would 

enable the United States to maintain some semblance of military capability 

and influence throughout Central America and for that matter throughout the 

Caribbean Basin and South America. 

As our m i 1 i tary position and posture becomes more tenuous in 

Panama, it becomes increasingly important that we are not pushed back to our 

national borders. The so-called 11forward strategy11 is in military terms not 

very forward. We are, in reality, only operating one to three hours by jet 

bomber from our nat i ona 1 borders. It is this mi I itary reality which makes 

Panama, Grenada, Puerto Rico, Guantanamo, Nicaragua, and Honduras so 

strategically important to the security of the United States. The 

development of a logistics and training capabi I ity in Honduras becomes an 

obvious military necessity, not only for defeating the Communist-supported 

insurrection in El Salvador in the short term, but as an absolute sine~ 

non over the long term to be able to cope with the awesome Sandinista 

military threat to the entire littoral. This military threat is outlined in 

great detail in the two documents I have cited and simp 1 y cannot be ignored. 
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The second phase of this strategy may be described as more active. 

Once the logistics and intelligence infrastructure is suffic iently developed 

and the underlying political consensus is in place (and this is by far the 

most difficult aspect of the strategy), the military will be in a position to 

respond to whatever demands are p 1 aced upon them by the po 1 it i ca 1 1 eadersh i p 

of the country. Hopefully, we are now in the first phase of this strategy. 

There is little to be done until we and our allies in Central America have 

been able to create a suitable intel 1 igence and logistics infrastructure from 

which to operate. The Communists in Nicaragua and El Salvador started their 

military and political operations with such an infrastructure. It was the 

first thing they had--not the last, as is the case with the governments that 

followed the removal of Romero. 

This strategy requires several elements that are in short supply. 

The first is patience and continuity of pol icy and programs. The Congress 

has been unable to provide continuity of funding and our friends in Central 

America, fighting and dying for our common cause, never know from one day to 

another whether or not they w i 11 have the 11beans and bu 11 ets' ' they require to 

continue operations. This causes the field commanders to be something less 

than audacious. On the other hand, the Sandinistas in Nicaragua and the FSLN 

in El Salvador have no uncertainty about getting continuing support from the 

Soviets, Cubans and the rest of the Communist Wor 1 d, now inc 1 ud i ng Vietnam 

and North Korea. The PLO, Libyans and the 1 ike are 11Lucky Strike extras. 11 

The battlefield is never too crowded with friends and all the enemies of t he 

United States are taking this opportunity to get at us in a very strategic 

sense. 

The second element is leadership, both civi 1 ian and mi 1 itary. For 

years Latin America has been used as a dumping ground for U.S. Foreign 

Service Officers who couldn't make it in other parts of the world. The 

mi 1 itary has done 1 i ttle better. In 1976, I was forced to f i ght desperately 

to retain nine general and flag officer billets for a l l of the Western 

Hemisphere. This from a total of over 1,200 active-duty generals and 

admirals! If I had not had the support of General George Brown, then t h e 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, this pitiful handful of leaders would 

have been trimmed even further. 

It was quite clear to the members of the Kissinger Commission that 
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was a problem facing the President. At the risk of offending a great number 

of people, I bring this problem to the attention of my readers. I must 

qualify this harsh judgment by also recognizing a large number of outstanding 

people, both civil ian and military, who have carried a great burden for many 

years with 1 ittle or no recognition. In the foreign service, Ambassador Tom 

Enders, the Assistant Secretary of State for Latin America, a man who had 

zero experience in Latin America, recognized this serious problem and made a 

major effort to bring in fresh blood from other areas of the department. 

Likewise, General John W. Vessey as Chairman, JCS, has recognized the problem 

and the quality of military personnel assigned to Latin America has steadily 

improved. This is not to say that we are out of the woods regarding this 

p rob 1 e.m. 0 1 d a t t i t u des a r e h a r d to c h a n g e a n d i t m a y r e q u i r e a m a j o r w a r , 

which I would regard as a calamity, to bring about substantial changes. 

One last problem concerns me, as a retired general officer of the 

United States Army, about the situation in Nicaragua. From a broad strategic 

viewpoint, it probably matters little in the great sweep of history. Still, 

I fee 1 compe 11 ed to address the prob 1 em. It concerns the so 1 d i ers of the 

National Guard of Nicaragua. They were trained by the United States, by our 

Military Groups, over a period of many years. Many of them attended civil ian 

and military schools in the United States, as did President Somoza (a U.S. 

Military Academy graduate in 1946). As members of a regularly organized 

military force, they acted under the orders of the duly elected civilian 

authority of their country. As such they were entitled to the full 

protection of the Geneva Convention and the Rules of Land Warfare. When the 

United States pulled the rug out from under the Somoza government by cutting 

off the ammunition for these troops and negot i ated the surrender of the 

forces to the Sandinistas, it was certainly a responsibility of the United 

States to see that these soldiers received fair and humane treatment, if for 

no other reason than our highly publicized stand on human rights. By the 

same token, those members of the force who had allegedly committed il l ega l 

acts or atrocities should have been given fair trials. What happened is that 

many of these troops, after receiving assurances of fair treatment, were 

indiscriminately tortured and murdered. Other thousands were tried before 

kangaroo courts and sentenced to long prison terms. I know of one case where 

a jeep driver was incarcerated for thirty years. The latest report of t he 

Inter-American Commission on Human Rights again br i ngs this situation to 

1 i ght. 
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I personally believe we have a responsibility in this matter and 
our concerns should be made a matter of bilateral talks with the Sandinistas. 
The comandantes should be pub! icly put on notice that we hold them personally 
responsible for this situation and the future well-being of these 
individuals. On the other hand, we should advise the Nicaraguan Freedom 
Fighters, the Contras, that we hold them equally responsible for the well
being and actions of these people in cases where they might be released. The 
political implications, should this problem get out of hand, would add 
considerably to the already difficult situation I have attempted to discuss 
in this paper. 
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